While student affairs (SA) practitioner expertise can inform a faculty member's knowledge in the classroom, the transition into a tenure-track faculty role from student affairs administrative roles is complex. One of the differences new faculty members with SA administrator backgrounds experience is a change in the work community and shift from collaborative to collegial cultures.
Student affairs (SA) graduate programs often benefit from having former practitioners as faculty. The expertise of those who have worked in SA offices enhances the dialogue and connections students make between classroom and practice as emerging professionals. While students learn about being part of a larger community of practitioners inside and outside of the classroom, practitioners-turned-faculty learn about the differences between their former SA collaborative communities and their new faculty collegial communities primarily on the job.
Many of these former administrators, now tenure-track faculty, come from a collaborative developmental SA culture focused on growth and service to others (Berquist & Pawlak, 2008) that is a community-oriented culture of collaboration and teamwork (Calhoun, 1997) . They shift to faculty communities that are collegiality-focused cultures of autonomy (Berquist & Pawlak, 2008; Bess & Dee, 2014; Haviland, Ortiz, and Henriques, 2017; Kuh & Whitt, 1988) . As a result, these emerging faculty can lack a sense of community and belonging.
The research question for this study was: How do experiences of community change for student affairs practitioners who move into tenure-track faculty positions?
This study examined the transition experiences of former full-time SA administrators who transitioned into full-time, tenure-track faculty roles. Our study builds on the work of Kniess, Benjamin, and Boettcher (2017) and McCluskey-Titus and Cawthon (2004) who examined challenges transitioning to faculty culture for SA professionals such as having confrontational colleagues and unproductive or adversarial faculty meetings. While the McCluskey-Titus and Cawthon (2004) study utilized a survey, we interviewed 30 participants who spoke about the loss of their SA community and the difference between SA and faculty communities. Participants shared that they lost a sense of team they had in their SA communities, lost the ability to connect with SA communities when they became faculty, and found faculty communities and cultures to be very different.
Literature Review
Socialization in an academic context has often focused on graduate students (Austin, 2002; Weidman, Twale & Stein, 2001) . However, Feldman (1981) Previous work focused on the absence of socialization to faculty work in graduate education (Austin, 2010) and the lack of socialization for new faculty members (Berquist & Pawlak, 2008; Fleming, Goldman, Correll, & Taylor, 2016) . In addition, new faculty struggle with isolation in their new roles (Bogler & Kremer-Hayon, 1999; Haviland, Ortiz, & Henriques, 2017; Kniess, Benjamin, & Boettcher, 2017; Tierney & Rhoads; 1994; Trower, 2010) . The lack of socialization and solitariness of academic work exacerbate the sense of disconnection from others and community for faculty coming from student affairs positions. (Allen, 2006; Fisher, 1986; Jokisaari, 2013; Jones, 1986; Lapointe, Vandenberghe, & Boudrias, 2014; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979) . Previous studies explored the differences between administrative and faculty cultures (McCluskey-Titus & Cawthon, 2004) and transition from SA practitioner to faculty roles (Kniess, Benjamin, & Boettcher, 2017) , however, this specific transition from administrator to faculty and the experience of community (or lack thereof) has not been fully explored in the context of community and culture.
For this study, we use Schein's (1984) Table 1 ). The existing literature identifies differences in work (culture, mindsets, relationships, and styles); different guiding documents; and differences in measures of success and achievement.
Table 1. Faculty & Student Affairs Cultural Factors

FACULTY STUDENT AFFAIRS PRACTITIONERS
Primary Identity Scholar Administrator
Work Culture Collegial (Berquist & Pawlak, 2008) Developmental (Berquist & Pawlak, 2008) ; Administrative (Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Bess & Dee, 2014) 
Mindsets
Self-Focused & Autonomy-Oriented (Berquist & Pawlak, 2008; Bess & Dee, 2014; Kuh & Whitt, 1988) . (Berquist & Pawlak, 2008; Bess & Dee, 2014; Kuh & Whitt, 1988) .
Learner-Centered & Community-Oriented
Work Relationships
Collegial (Berquist & Pawlak, 2008) Collaborative (Calhoun, 1997) .
Work Style
Individuals working toward individual goals (Kniess, Benjamin, & Boettcher, 2017) Individuals working toward collective goals (Kniess, Benjamin, & Boettcher, 2017) Guiding
Documents (Artifacts)
Tenure & Promotion Guidelines (Sax, Hagedorn, Arredondo, & DiCrisi, 2002) Job Description (Hirt & Winston, 2003) .
Measures of Success / Achievement
Tenure & Promotion (Sax, Hagedorn, Arredondo, & Di-Crisi, 2002) , Teaching (Perry, Menec, Struthers, Hechter, & Schonwetter, 1997) Evaluation by Supervisor (Creamer & Janosik, 2003) .
The components in the chart above make for dissimilar work cultures and communities.
Additionally, former SA practitioners often retain their administrative mindset and SA identities as they take on faculty roles (Kniess, Benjamin, & Boettcher, 2017) , further complicating their culture shift.
While faculty appreciate the autonomy in their new roles (Couture, 2014) , many have sought to develop their own communities. Pifer and Baker (2012) 
Methodology
The focus on understanding participant experiences in deep and meaningful ways made qualitative research appropriate for this study (Creswell, 2013) . Our focus on the lived experience of participants made a phenomenological framework appropriate for this study (Van Maanen, 1990) . This approach aligns with Bollen and Hoyle's (1990) work on perceived cohesion. Additionally, phenomenology is appropriate because "[this framework] is suited to understanding a variety of collective affiliations, formed in large environments, that can contribute to an individual's sense of belonging to the larger community" (Hurtado & Carter, 1997, p. 328) . In this study, we focused on participants' own experiences with SA's collaborative work relationships and developmental / administrative culture in the past and their current experiences in collegial faculty relationships and culture.
Researcher Positionality and Reflexivity
As former student affairs professionals in tenure-track faculty positions at the time of the study, we wanted to explore the practitioner to faculty transition. Each of us worked in the field for at least 11 years and transitioned to tenure-track faculty roles just prior to data collection. Our background was similar to participants and provided a "more truth- The shared experiences of transitioning from practitioner to faculty also helped build rapport with colleagues and were vital to data meaning making (Creswell, 2013) . Our team engaged in researcher reflexivity (Gouldner, 1971 ) by debriefing throughout the process to identify how constructed themes related (or not) to our experiences.
Participants
Participants were recruited through a faculty listserv (CSPTalk) and social media (a Facebook group for new faculty), as well as snowball sampling (Creswell, 2013 ) via our connections. Thirty full-time, tenure-track faculty (11 men and 19 women) in SA/higher education programs participated over the course of three years (Table 2) 
Data Collection and Analysis
We used semi-structured interviews to afford participants the opportunity to share their perspectives (Giorgi, 1997) . Interviews were conducted by phone, transcribed and shared with participants for review to ensure accuracy. Open coding was used to create categories and construct themes (Saldaña, 2013) . Each researcher reviewed categories for themes and we collaborated to narrow those themes. Throughout the data collection period, we discussed emerging themes, participant perspectives, and ways participants made meaning of their experiences.
This began as interviews were conducted and continued through transcription, analysis, and development of findings.
Trustworthiness
According to Lincoln and Guba (1985) , indi- where we received affirmation from attendees whose experiences mirrored those of participants (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) .
Findings
The research question for this study was: 
Discussion
This study reinforces existing scholarship about faculty socialization and fills a gap in literature specific to former SA professionals shifting to faculty. Previous work focused on the lack of cultural socialization for first-time faculty (Berquist & Pawlak, 2008; Fleming, Goldman, Correll, & Taylor, 2016) . While that scholarship is essential to understanding the experiences of faculty, our work further contributes by examining the cultural shift of practitioners moving into faculty roles. Similar to previous studies (Bogler & Kremer-Hayon, 1999; Haviland, Ortiz, & Henriques, 2017; Tierney & Rhoads; 1994; Trower, 2010) , our participants discussed ways that they as new faculty struggled with isolation.
All participants also affirmed they experienced different cultures in SA and faculty contexts -a collaborative and administrative SA culture (Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Bess & Dee, 2014) and collegial faculty culture (Berquist & Pawlak, 2008) .
Sense of Community
An area addressed in this study that has not been fully explored in other studies is the sense of loss of participants' practitioner communities in exchange for faculty communities. Participants more quickly felt a connection to SA communities and their roles within those communities whereas it took longer to feel a sense of belonging in a community of scholars. This finding aligns with challenges identified in other studies on the experiences of early career faculty in terms of connections in new faculty communities (Berquist & Pawlak, 2008; Bess & Dee, 2014; Haviland, Ortiz, & Henriques, 2017; Kuh & Whitt, 1988 Berquist and Pawlak's (2008) work. Our study also highlights what surprised participants in navigating the new culture of academics and faculty communitiessenses of isolation and a lack of shared goals, which LaRocco and Bruns (2006) found as well.
Implications for Practice
This study provides a number of implications 
Implications for Research
In terms of future scholarship, this study pro- 
Limitations
In this study, nearly two-thirds (19/30) of the participants were women. While we had a number of women participants, this study does not focus on gender issues and how gender identity influences one's sense of connection, desire for, or ability to build community. Although the data were not analyzed for themes related to gender, the disproportionate number of women participants may impact the findings. Additionally, we did not collect demographic information about race, which prevented any analysis of the experiences of community through a lens of race for faculty participants. 
Conclusion
